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Measuring Statewide Interlibrary Loan among Multitype Libraries: A Testing of Data Collection
Approaches
Management of multitype library cooperative efforts requires that information about the size and
scope of those efforts be readily available. Data about interlibrary loan patterns among all types of
libraries and all libraries in a cooperative region should contribute to the statistical picture. Data
collection must be consistent, continuous, and responsive to changing needs of both individual
libraries and statewide agencies. This article reports on one attempt to design and test a data
collection process in Illinois. This process resulted in the design of interlibrary loan data collection
forms, a summary report form, and a set of instructions and definitions that can be used by libraries
to report information to a central data collection agency and to monitor resource-sharing activities in
a variety of ways. Because the data collection forms are expected to be used by all sizes and
types of libraries and library agencies throughout a geographically and demographically diverse
state, the instruments produced by this project have incorporated a number of options to provide
maximum flexibility for libraries. In order to capitalize on these options, a continuing education
program to help librarians use these tools to benefit library operations locally as well as statewide
is recommended. The development of sampling schemes to reduce the burden of ongoing data
collection is also suggested. The final version of the data collection instruments recommended for
adoption are included as an appendix.
Managing library cooperative efforts requires that information about the size and scope of those
efforts be readily available. In the case of interlibrary loan (ILL), most states have established
hierarchical networks to manage the traffic and have collected data on materials passing through
those networks. One problem with this approach is that the hierarchical networks may not include
all types of libraries. For example, school and special libraries are sometimes not integrated into
the networks. A related problem is that some traffic can escape from the hierarchical network as
local cooperative arrangements between libraries are established. If, for example, two academic
libraries rely heavily on each other for interlibrary loans and establish direct communication to
facilitate this ILL traffic, the hierarchical network is bypassed and so is data collection.
Academic OneFile Print http://find.galegroup.com/itx/printdoc.do?contentSet=IAC-Documents&docType=IAC&isIllustra...
1 of 17 5/27/2009 10:26 AM
As a result of the shortcomings of data collection through networks, management of library
cooperation through ILL requires a more comprehensive approach. If possible, all types of libraries
should be included, and all libraries in a cooperative region (such as a state) should contribute to
the statistical picture. Further, because recent and continuing technological developments are
constantly creating new ILL service trends and patterns, data collection should be consistent and
continuous. As suggested in the 1985 Ringgold Management evaluation of ILL in New York State,
comprehensive, continuing performance analysis and evaluation is essential to effectively identify
and correct operational problem as they occur.[1]
Yet, despite the region-wide management benefits that accrue from complete, regular data
collection, it can be difficult to demonstrate the benefits of such a labor-intensive activity to each
library involved, particularly if the results are not perceived to be immediately applicable to individual
libraries. Built-in flexibility that supports multiple uses for the data collected helps to justify this
investment,[2] but striking the proper balance between the needs of individual libraries for
management information and the need for a comprehensive monitoring of resource-sharing
activities remains difficult.
In 1978, Darrell H. Lemke described an "ideal" network that would "provide information that not only
will assist its library managers but will facilitate decision making by its own managers--who are not
infrequently some of the same individuals."[3] In his review of ILL research in 1985, Thomas J.
Waldhart characterized the need for comprehensive and timely ILL data: "Any attempt to gain an
understanding of the nation's interlibrary loan system as a whole will depend on [the availability and
timeliness of such data.]"[4]
The success of such a data collection program will obviously depend on the extent to which the
benefits of such efforts can be justified to system participants. The challenge of designing a data
collection form that can fulfill this function is obviously considerable. This study describes an
attempt to design and test an ILL measurement tool to be used on an ongoing basis by all types
and sizes of libraries throughout the entire state of Illinois. The study was undertaken in response
to a request from the Illinois State Library and was supported by funds from the Library Services
and Construction Act.
USE OF INTERLIBRARY LOAN DATA
Recognizing that the ultimate use of the data determines what should be collected, the study
identified ways in which the data collected would be used. At both the individual library level and at
the state level, the data could be used to:
* evaluate the ILL service; * assist in fundraising; * refine the ILL service; * improve the
management of the ILL
service; * aid in the development of the library's
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collection; * aid in long-range planning for the
library in general and specially for
ILL; * provide a picture of interlibrary activity
locally, within a specified area, or
statewide; and * provide concrete measures of the
library's "goodness" to patrons,
sponsors, and professional peers. These potential uses furnished a framework for the development
of the data collection forms.
OVERVIEW OF INTERLIBRARY LOAN DATA COLLECTION TECHNIQUES
Most previous work has focused either on techniques for ongoing ILL data collection by and for
individual libraries or small groups of libraries or on the interpretation of a one-time sampling of ILL
data.[5,6] Terry L. Weech's 1985 Illinois study called for ongoing, statewide data collection at the
system level only, which would not capture transactions that occur from library to library.[7] The
advanced network of multitype library systems in Illinois required a more comprehensive and
efficient data collection approach than had been documented in the literature to date. This study
departs from the bulk of work done previously in that it seeks to define an ILL measurement tool to
be used on an ongoing basis by all types and sizes of libraries throughout an entire state.
Before beginning the task of designing an ILL measurement tool for use in Illinois, a letter was sent
to all fifty state libraries requesting copies of their ILL data collection instruments and statistical
reporting forms. Twenty-five of the libraries responded. The wide range of responses indicates the
variation in ILL data collection practices nationwide but unfortunately, this very diversity of
responses also limits the conclusions that can be drawn about preferred ILL data collection
practices. Thus, even those few observations that did emerge were limited in their applicability to
the task set forth in Illinois.
The responses received indicated that none of the state libraries currently collects ILL data from all
libraries in their state. They rely instead on either voluntary, optional reports (or reports limited by
library size or type) or by participation in a statewide union catalog or cataloging system. One state
collects data only from public libraries and those libraries of other types eligible for ILL
reimbursement. Another state collects ILL data from public libraries and health sciences libraries
but not from school or academic libraries. A third state collects ILL data only on transactions
between libraries that are within the state but in different systems. A fourth library collects ILL data
from all libraries that subscribe to the statewide union catalog. Despite the variety of ILL data
collection approaches, a trend toward increased statewide library networking can be discerned,
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accompanied by an increase in the comprehensiveness of ILL statistics collected. Altogether, about
half of the twenty-five responding state libraries currently solicit ILL data from libraries other than
public libraries.
A second observation is that both reporting technique and report content vary widely. One state
that relies on a systematic, random sampling of ILL transactions to calculate statewide ILL patterns
collects extensive information about each of the ILL transactions sampled, including: requesting
library type and location, mode of request transmission, number of photo-copy exposures or
volumes sent, date request received and date response sent, and subject area of request. At the
other extreme, another state library collects ILL data annually, asking for only five numbers from
each reporting library: the number of ILL requests generated, the number of requests filled, the
number of ILL requests received, the number of received requests filled, and the number of
interlibrary loans made that are eligible for reimbursement. Overall, of the state libraries
responding, a majority (twenty) collect periodic summary reports rather than using daily tally sheets
from libraries in their states reporting on ILL activity. Frequently, a primary use of the information
collected is to calculate state reimbursement of net lenders (in ten states). Although only limited
data is usually collected regarding the type of libraries with whom the transactions take place, most
states differentiate ILL transactions according to the types of materials being transmitted.
Finally, the responses also indicated that while many of the states use automated ILL data
collection tools to at least some extent, all continue to find it necessary to supplement them with
manual data collection techniques. One state has built into their statewide, computerized library
telecommunications system an automatic interloan activity data collection package. This state then
augments their automatic ILL data collection with manually completed summary forms that tally all
ILL activity other than with the state system (i.e., via OCLC, by ALA form, etc.). A second state
collects some statistics manually but determines net lender reimbursement based on statistics
provided by OCLC statistical reports. In addition, this state is working with OCLC to develop a
tailored, specialized version of this statistical reporting package. A third state accepts OCLC ILL
subsystem reports from those libraries utilizing OCLC for their ILL transactions and accepts
manually completed summary sheets from those libraries not using OCLC for ILL.
APPROACHES TO DATA COLLECTION PROCESS
In order to begin the process of designing a data collection process for Illinois, the study team first
assembled an advisory committee representing all types of libraries from a variety of geographic
and demographic locales. Together with this advisory committee, the study team faced three
critical questions:
* What are the data elements that must be
collected to form a clear, accurate, and
complete picture of ILL activity on a
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statewide basis? * How should potential data collection
forms be evaluated? * How can the data collected be used by
individual libraries in their own
management?
A candidate list of ILL data elements was developed. This list reflected what was currently being
collected as well as potentially useful data (in light of the possible applications noted above). The
candidate list was meant to represent the universe of possible measures and included:
* who is being served (i.e., data on user
characteristics); * quality of the initial request (e.g.,
completeness); * mode of communication of the request
(e.g., mail, OCLC); * mode of document delivery (e.g., FAX,
mail); * requests sent for known items (e.g.,
author/title); * known item requests received and
known items sent; * requests sent for subject information; * subject requests received and subjec
items sent; * fill rate for both known item requests
and for subject requests; * promptness of response (e.g., document
delivery); * destination of the request sent and
source of the material/information; * type of material (e.g., book, video); * bought or borrowed (i.e.,
photocopy or
actual item sent); * subject area of requests and/or items
received; * risk factor of the transaction (i.e., rare
or fragile item subject to damage or
loss); * direct cost of the transaction; and * labor cost of the transaction.
The recognition of the varying types and sizes of the libraries along with the data collection criterion
of ease of use suggested a need to determine which of these are the essential or baseline ILL
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measures. This would mean that another approach would be needed to collect the other desirable
data. Because not every facet is of the same importance to every library, the data elements
selected for the study from the preceding list were indentified as essential to describing ILL traffic.
These data elements, grouped as primary or secondary for describing interlibrary loan traffic, are
displayed in figure 1.
In order to study some of the secondary elements, a special focus activity data element was
proposed. This element was viewed as an opportunity for libraries to collect, during a sample time
period, data on the other desirable elements of interest listed above. For example, a state library
could evaluate the level of document delivery by fax by designating this as the focus activity. Any
kind of activity can be tracked, such as requests for children's materials, medical information, or
popular materials. A university library may use the focus activity to collect data on user
characteristics such as undergraduate requests for ILL, or a public library might wish to monitor
requests from the business community.
Similarly, a special, designated library data element was proposed in order for libraries to monitor
traffic with a particular library or group of libraries. For example, library consortium members may
wish to specify the consortium as the designated library. Or, a central library may wish to monitor
activity with its branches. These focus activity or designated library column features allow data
collection to be customized to fit the information or data requirements of a local library, system, or
state. Implicit in the use of the focus activity and designated library concepts is the understanding
that this data would be collected during a sample time period. Repeat measures may be taken over
time to track changes in the data element of interest.
Based on the information described above, the project consultant, Paul Kantor of Tantalus, Inc.,
drafted four sets of data collection forms based on a single prototype that included various
combinations of the data elements. Four versions of a summary report form were also created to
summarize the data collected by each of the tally sheets. The characteristics that differentiated the
four sets of forms were the degree of completeness of the data collected and the presentation of
the focus activities. These characteristics are displayed in figure 2.
In order to evaluate each data collection form, criteria were specified prior to testing. The criteria
selected were ease of use, definitional clarity, compatibility with automated system data, relevance
to library management, and adaptability to future data collection programs. An evaluation
instrument was designed to be used by selected Illinois libraries that were pilot testing the forms.
The form was developed to elicit feedback from managers (who are in the best position to evaluate
the usefulness of the management statistics collected), and of the ILL staff (who are in the best
position to evaluate the practicality of the forms for collecting ILL statistics on an on-going basis.) A
summary form was also designed that would allow daily tabulations to be aggregated in summary
form. This is called the summary report form.
The test forms, summary report forms, instructions, and evaluation instruments were distributed to
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the advisory committee for critique. Many helpful and constructive comments were received, and
modifications were made where possible. The forms were then converted into an attractive format,
typeset, and printed on colored paper for ease in identification. The design and evaluation of these
prototype forms in all six types of libraries (public, academic, special, school, resource, and
research and reference centers) using the established criteria constituted the heart of the study.
PILOT TEST OF DATA COLLECTION FORMS AND EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS
To minimize the burden on test libraries, each library tested only two sets of forms. Since this was
a pilot test, three libraries of each of the six types was considered sufficient, giving a total of
eighteen test libraries. The forms were distributed so that each form would be contrasted with
every other form at least three times and would be tested in each type of library or library agency
at least once. Each form was tested for one week or until one cell on the tally form was filled (fifty
transactions of one kind). In very busy libraries, this criterion was met in less than a day. Libraries
were asked to indicate the exact time period their data represented, thus providing additional
insight into the range of traffic volume handled by various library sizes and types. At the conclusion
of each test period, evaluation forms for that instrument were completed and responses were
mailed to the Library Research Center of the Graduate School of Library and Information Science
at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign for input and analysis.
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Responses from the test libraries were logged in at the Library Research Center and checked for
completeness and accuracy. The data were entered into machine-readable files using standard
protocols. Three exceptions in the data were noted. In one case, the forms were tested by a public
library rather than the system headquarters. In another, the test library used only one set of forms,
and in the third, responses were incomplete. The full data set for the project consists of results of
the attitude survey questionnaire, results of form comparisons, and comments--all of which were
analyzed by form, by manager/worker, and by type of library.
The data were analyzed to determine whether:
* there were differences between the
opinions of managers and workers about the
data collection forms they were testing; * some types of form were preferred to
others; and * there were differences of opinion about
the data collection forms in different
types of library.
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In addition, the comments made on the evaluation forms were analyzed to obtain suggestions and
insights about ILL data collection from the respondents. The objective of these analyses was to
reach conclusions about the effectiveness of standardized data collection of the sort represented
by the prototype forms that were tested in this study.
MANAGERS' AND WORKERS' RESPONSE TO THE FORMS
Overall, there were no substantial differences between workers' and managers' attitudes about the
forms. Each library had unique needs for ILL data depending on their internal management
requirements or reporting requirements to outside agencies. In order to provide regional and
statewide pictures of ILL activity, however, a basic set of data is required. Most workers and
managers agreed that the data would be accurate for this purpose and would provide at least a
portion of the information needed for internal management and outside reporting. In addition, it was
felt that the summary forms presented the data in a useful manner. While both managers and
workers felt that the forms would take too much staff time to complete if used on a daily,
year-round basis, they agreed that if the forms were used to sample ILL activity they would not
take too much time. Most, but not all, workers found the instructions and definitions clear and easy
to follow, and the summary forms easy to complete. When asked whether they could easily instruct
a new employee in the use of the forms, workers' opinions were evenly divided. Most workers
estimated that they spent ten minutes or less filling out the forms, although thirty minutes or more
was required at two sites.
COMPARISON OF THE FORMS
The data were analyzed to determine whether any particular form was preferred or rejected. (See
table 2 for a summary of the features of the various forms.) Although Form D's summary report
form was useful, Form D was perceived not to collect all the statistics needed and not in enough
detail. This is not surprising, since Form D is the shortest and reflects only the library's role as a
borrower, not as a lender. Form A, the longest form, was regarded as taking too much staff time to
complete. Among workers, Form B evoked the most consistently positive responses. ILL staff
found Form B's instructions and definitions clear and easy to follow, and Form B was clearly
preferred when it came to instructing a new employee.
Both workers and managers were asked to rank the sets of forms tested on accuracy,
completeness, time spent, ease, and simplicity. Many respondents (over half in some instances),
indicated no preference. Of those that did indicate a preference, however, Form D was preferred
to Form A nearly always (seventeen times). The greatest indifference occurred when Forms B and
D were compared; they were virtually tied. A possible explanation for this finding is that tallying the
focus activity on a separate page from the normal activity is not desirable. The other major
difference between Forms B and D is in the completeness of the data collected. Since discussions
with the Library Advisory Committee and the Illinois State Library indicated a need for more
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complete data collection, Form B was chosen in preference to Form D.
ANALYSIS BY TYPE OF LIBRARY
Since one of the important characteristics of resource sharing in Illinois is its multitype library base,
the data were analyzed to see whether different types of libraries differed in their response to the
forms. As might be expected, special libraries were more likely to regard the forms as collecting all
the data needed for ILL, while research and reference centers (R&Rs) definitely needed more
information. An interesting finding is that when asked whether year-round record keeping would
take too much staff time, R&Rs, special libraries, and systems agreed, while academic, school,
and public libraries were much more divided in their response. When asked about the time required
for sampling, most libraries indicated that the forms would not take too much staff time, but at the
system level, respondents indicated that even on a sampling basis, the forms would take too much
time.
ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS
All of the comments were transcribed onto note cards and sorted and analyzed by form and by
type by the study team to glean further insights into how the forms were actually used during the
test period. Many comments described the organization of the work flow of ILL activities in the test
libraries. The separation of requests sent, materials received, and requests received and materials
sent was valued by libraries whose work flow was compatible with that arrangement; in other
libraries, that separation meant that workers had to handle many more different forms. Some
libraries indicated a need to track an individual transaction both going out and coming in. This kind
of audit could be incorporated into the forms as the need arose, however. Research and Reference
Centers also indicated a need to track unfilled requests.
Comments regarding sampling highlighted some problems with using sampling methods for data
collection. Libraries with low volume and irregular work flow (such as special and school libraries)
apparently fear lack of representation in a sampling scheme, while academic libraries must collect
year-round data due to reporting requirements with outside agencies. Requirements for
reimbursement also entail record keeping on a year-round basis. It is interesting to note that public
libraries were the only libraries that indicated that sampling would provide adequate information.
Supervisors in larger, busier libraries answered more questions from staff than those in smaller
libraries, indicating that the size and scope of operations is a greater determinant of differences
than type of library. Comments suggesting that focus activities be included on the same page as
the normal activities were taken into consideration in developing Form B as the recommended form.
Workers' comments were most helpful in pointing out where definitions or instructions were unclear.
While many workers commented that the forms appeared formidable at first, after they had used
the second set of forms, it went much easier. This may be attributable to a learning effect. Many
workers commented that they liked the focus activity, but did not view the designated library
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feature as useful. This information may be more useful to managers or at regional or statewide
levels. Overall, most of the workers' comments amplified or corroborated the picture that emerged
from the initial analysis.
THE RECOMMENDED DATA COLLECTION FORMS
Based on the results of the pilot test, a data collection package was recommended for adoption. It
consists of a summary report form, two types of tally sheets, and a set of instructions including
definitions of data elements. While the recommended form preserves the features that were tested
initially, test library comments and discussions with the library advisory committee suggested
several improvements that were incorporated in the final version of the data collection package.
Selected examples of the recommended forms are included in appendix A. A full set of forms may
be requested from the authors.
The first sheet in the package is the Interlibrary Loan Report. This presents summary information
that can be used by individual libraries, groups of libraries, and libraries at the state level. Libraries
that obtain statistics from automated systems will likely be able to complete most of this form
without recourse to the tally sheets themselves. Since it is the intention of the project to minimize
record keeping wherever possible, the summary form is presented first to emphasize the stop-as-
soon-as-you-can approach to data collection. Focus activity data (collected on a particular kind of
ILL activity) and designated library data (collected on a particular library or group of libraries) may
need to be kept manually, depending on the type of information required and what is available in
automated form. Boxes that should not be filled (to avoid counting items twice) are blacked out to
avoid mistakes in calculating totals.
Two types of tally forms are provided to accommodate a variety of libraries' needs. The first set
provides tally boxes that can be used to monitor activity manually by making slash marks for each
transaction. The second set is designed for use by libraries that prefer to enter a numeric total at
the end of a particular work segment. These can be summed and entered on the Summary Report
Form without using slash marks. This arrangement also shows clearly the lower right hand box
which represents focus activities that took place with a designated library.
AUTHOR/TITLE AND INFORMATION REFERRAL
Because of comments made by the test libraries, use of the information referral category was
analyzed separately. Requests that are incomplete or otherwise problematic are counted in the
information request category. This category then reflects the quality of the initial request. For
example, a request that required author information to be supplied before the document could be
identified and sent, would be categorized as an information request. This category was used by
only six of the eighteen test libraries, but because there was at least some use of the information
request category by libraries testing Form B, the category was not dropped from the
recommended data collection form. In the interests of simplification, however, elimination of that
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category may be considered in the future.
INCORPORATION OF DATA FROM AUTOMATED SYSTEMS
A considerable portion of today's ILL transactions are conducted via automated network systems.
Because not all ILL transactions are conducted this way, and because not all libraries in the state
of Illinois use automated systems to do ILL, it is impossible to rely exclusively on ILL statistics
generated by such systems. Nonetheless, the advisory committee clearly identified as important the
need to consider the incorporation of ILL data generated by automated library systems into any
statewide data collection system. While the ILL data to be collected was defined as independent of
any specific automated ILL data collection package, much of the ILL transaction information
required on the summary data form can be derived from the statistical reports of available
automated ILL systems. The need to incorporate such automatically generated information easily is
one reason the manual tally sheets are physically separate from the summary data form that each
library is requested to complete. Those libraries that collect some or all of their ILL transaction data
using automated systems need only record final tallies of their automated transactions on the
summary report form. As long as the automated ILL system being used provides the summary data
required, such transactions would not be counted on the manual tally sheets. Although this
approach requires transferring statistics from automated system printouts, the approach was
preferred over dealing at the state level with the wide range of machine-readable statistics
generated by various automated ILL systems used throughout the state.
As verification of this approach, incorporation of ILL data collected by two kinds of automated
library systems is addressed in some detail here. The first is systems, such as OCLC, RLIN, and
DOCLINE (the interlibrary loan service of the National Library of Medicine), that support automatic
routing of requests in patterns designated by the requesting library. The second is integrated library
management systems such as Illinois' Library Circulation System (LCS), NOTIS, or CLSI, that
support automatic tallying of ILL transactions. For both types of system, a top-down data collection
method is possible. Libraries are encouraged to complete the summary data form first using
automatically generated data wherever possible. If the summary report form can be completed
without resorting to manual data, libraries can dispense with the tally forms altogether. Following
this principle, the data collection package is assembled so that the summary report is presented
first.
In tallying requests sent with automatic routing systems, the first library that is contacted is the
library that is recorded. In systems such as DOCLINE where the first library is always the same, a
simple sum of transactions entered into DOCLINE during the designated time period is sufficient. In
systems such as OCLC, care must be exercised in determining the category of library represented
for each transaction, but internal library guidelines such as selecting a holding library within the
system or within the state simplifies record keeping. When tallying materials received, the category
is determined by the actual lending institution, even if the request was forwarded through a system
headquarters. This information will likely be tallied manually.
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In systems where routing decisions are made manually but are tallied automatically, the summary
data generated through the system is preferred to manual tallying to avoid double counting.
Automatically generated summary data also captures patron-initiated interlibrary transactions such
as those handled through multisite integrated systems such as LCS (Library Circulation System).
These systems may also support the tracking of designated library activities, but focus activities
must be monitored manually. This fact increases the burden of data collection for specified
activities for libraries that handle a large volume of activity, a consideration that may be of
importance in deciding to use the focus activity capability.
There remain additional, less clear-cut issues associated with using automated data to provide the
desired interlibrary loan information. Depending on the automated system in use, it may be more
difficult to distinguish between author/title and information request loan activities. Unfilled requests
may be impossible to count or may be only partially represented. There may be differences
between systems in reporting cycles, in definitions (e.g., what constitutes an ILL transaction and
what constitutes reciprocal borrowing). Because of the increasingly large portion of ILL activity that
is processed using automated systems, an ongoing study of how best to coordinate interlibrary
loan data collection with existing and proposed automated systems (and their enhancements)
should be a major component of future testing and development of the data collection instruments
recommended in this report.
GRAPHIC PRESENTATION OF THE DATA
Data collected systematically and consistently on standardized interlibrary loan forms can be
reformatted to depict graphically resource-sharing activity at many levels--from the local library up
to a statewide view depicted by congressional districts. Graphic representations flow naturally from
the reporting forms to create various "pictures" of ILL activity with the aid of widely available
spreadsheet software for personal computers.(8) Once the data on ILL traffic has been collected
systematically at the local library level and put in machine-readable form, the possibilities for
pictures of ILL activity are endless. Comparison groups can be created by location, type, or size of
library. As data is collected at the local level each year, trend data also can be graphically
represented. There are few limits on the range of options for graphic display of this data once it
has been accurately collected statewide, and if the data are available in a machine-readable form,
software such as a spread-sheet database can produce such reports readily. Data may also be
summed across all library types to produce an overall picture of the vertical and horizontal nature of
the ILL activity. The data may be summarized in a bar chart or in any of various types of pie charts
as appropriate. One question of interest statewide is the anticipated change in proportion of vertical
(hierarchical) to horizontal (library-to-library) traffic. This information can be presented by using two
lines that would reflect trends over time. For example, one line would track the total volume of
vertical ILL activity, while the second would track the total horizontal volume during the same time
period.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The project described here has resulted in the design of ILL data collection forms, a summary
report form, and a set of instructions and standardized definitions that can be used by libraries to
report information to a central data collection agency and to monitor their own resource-sharing
activities in a variety of ways. The project was characterized by an iterative process whereby the
design and testing of prototype forms was guided by the comments and advice of an advisory
committee and eighteen participating test libraries. Because the data collection forms are expected
to be used by all sizes and types of libraries and library agencies throughout a geographically and
demographically diverse state, individual, internal library needs and standardized data collection are
ideals that are frequently in tension. In response to this tension, the data collection instruments
produced by this project have incorporated a number of options to provide maximum flexibility for
libraries.
The study team, advisory group, and participating libraries examined carefully the question of
usefulness of ILL data. When put in the contexts of needs assessment and evaluation, the
gathering of further information about ILL is part of the internal management of the library. In the
needs-assessment area, ILL data such as that collected through the process proposed here, can
help identify gaps in library collections, describe the library's level of involvement (balance between
net lender and net borrower), and illustrate statistically the relationship of the individual library to
others in its region, network, or state. Describing "what is" in interlibrary activity at the local level is
the first step of the larger planning process for the library. This approach to data collection also
allows the library to compare the nature and level of ILL activity to other libraries of a similar type.
The ability to compare library performance on these points is possible only through standardized
data collection.
As needs are identified, the ILL data serve as a benchmark for setting operational and service
objectives in the resource sharing area. Evaluating progress toward objectives that are set by the
institution--not the state or region--is a key benefit to collecting ILL data in a systematic way.
Connecting the statistics-gathering process to the library planning process helps assure that it is
not a futile numbers exercise.
At regional and state levels, the use of ILL data in planning also applies. As plans for cooperative
collection development and resource sharing are developed, the data provide a picture of the
current traffic and can measure progress toward regional and state level resource-sharing
objectives. A critical use of evaluation data is justifying a service; the composite profile of regional
and state activity supports requests for funding such activities.
The literature of ILL is often associated with large libraries with high-volume traffic. As indicated
earlier in this article, the advent of regional and statewide union catalogs, interactive circulation
systems, and shared online catalogs has led to changes in not only the traffic patterns but in the
Academic OneFile Print http://find.galegroup.com/itx/printdoc.do?contentSet=IAC-Documents&docType=IAC&isIllustra...
13 of 17 5/27/2009 10:26 AM
number of library collections cataloged in machine-readable format. Now that records of the small
library's holdings are accessible to other libraries, the library becomes a more active player in
resource sharing. A small library has more of an opportunity to be a lender as well as a borrower.
The attempt in this study to fold in data collection from all sizes and types of libraries recognizes
the active role of not just the large libraries, but of all libraries in resource sharing. To fail to
consider the full range of libraries in any ILL data collection process would result in an incomplete
picture at best.
In order to understand and make full use of ILL statistics, librarians at all levels must become
familiar and comfortable with their use; they must also understand the various options clearly so
that they can use these instruments as tools for their own library management and public relations.
A carefully planned continuing education program to help librarians use these tools to benefit library
operations locally as well as statewide is an important component of any statewide data collection
effort. These continuing education opportunities also provide an opportunity to learn more about the
concept of sampling and how this might be applied to any additional ILL data gathering desired by
the library. These learning sessions also serve as a forum to discuss and consider changing ILL
data collection as required by other agencies. Librarians reported differing requirements for ILL
statistics depending upon the source requesting or requiring the figures. The more standardized ILL
measures can be, the greater chance there is for reduction of duplicate data gathering. The
educational process, then, does not just introduce a new procedure for measuring ILL but rather
suggests a revised approach to gathering the data across institutional and administrative
requirements.
The overall picture of resource sharing that emerges from the data presentation schemes provides
a rich source of feedback to libraries in return for their investment in statewide data collection.
Some of the key features of the data collection package described here, such as the focus activity
and the top-down data collection, when successfully adopted statewide, can serve as an influential
example for data collection and reporting programs nationally. To the extent that local libraries
cooperate with comprehensive, consistent data collection programs, the possibility of a national
data collection effort comes closer to realization. [Tabular Data Omitted]
Figure 1. Data Elements
Primary Elements to Be Included as Normal Activities.
* Requests sent and received for known
items
* Materials sent and received for known
items
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* Subject referrals sent and received
* Destination for requests or material
* Source or requests or materials received Secondary Elements to Be Included as Special or
Focus Activities
* Mode of transmission (e.g., FAX, van,
electronic)
* Subject area
* Type of material bought (photocopies) or
borrowed (books)
Figure 2. Summary of Features on Test Forms
FORM A (WHITE) FORM B (BLUE)
8 pages 4 pages
Focus activity Focus activity
appears on separate appears on same page
page from normal as normal activity
activity Focus activity differentiates between A/T and IR
Captures both Captures both
borrowing and lending borrowing and lending
Summary report Summary report
shows net borrowing shows net borrowing
and lending and lending
FORM C (GREEN) FORM D (YELLOW)
4 pages 2 pages
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Focus activity Focus activity
appears on separate appears on same page
page from normal as normal activity
activity
Captures borrowing Captures borrowing
only (requests only (requests
sent/materials received) sent/materials received)
Summary report Summary report
shows fill rate * (for shows fill rate * (for
borrowing only) borrowing only)
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